The alternative interpretation of liberalism on which Hillinger and Lapham (henceforth, HL) base their paper, and which they claim to be "the only generally accepted principle of liberalism," is nowhere precisely defined by HL. It is only "broadly defined" (to quote their expression) in highly general terms, but they do spell out its implications fairly precisely.' It appears from their definition that, whenever interpersonal interdependences are present, the principle of liberalism would not assert anything. "Whenever the choices of one individual impinge on the welfare of others there is no general presumption in favour of freedom of individual choice," and HL "are aware of no relatively value free principle of liberalism which could decide the issue in such a case" (p. 2).2 Liberalism, on this interpretation, would seem to demand freedom of individual action only when a person's action is not opposed by anyone else. It is clear why the principle of liberalism, thus defined, will not conflict with the Pareto principle: because it does not demand anything that the
1 HL are also quite precise in quoting my views, although frequently this precision is not matched by accuracy. For example, I neither hold nor have I stated or implied, as alleged by HL, that "liberal principles imply that it is worse to force person 1 to read a book he does not want to read than it is to prevent person 2 from reading a book he does wish to read" (p. 3).
2 Why should the principle of liberalism, which should give expression to liberal values, be expected to be "value free" is, however, not explained. I would readily concede that my theorem asserted nothing about this empty box which HL call liberalism. This is, in fact, not a concession, it is an assertion. 3 The modification of my illustration with which HL conclude their paper is based on a confusion between (1) a condition on the functional relation between individual preferences and social choice, and (2) a specification of an arbitrary social ordering, irrespective of the individual preferences. Conditions L and P, in my paper, are conditions in the former sense, whereas HL's "less bloody action should always be preferred" is an example of the latter.
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